concept is an abstraction from observed events, the characteristics of which are either directly observable or easily measured. Some concepts, however, cannot be so easily related to the phenomena they are intended to represent. They are inferences, at a higher level of abstraction from concrete events, and their meaning cannot easily be conveyed by pointing to specific occurrences. Such higher-level abstractions are sometimes identified as constructs, since they are constructed from concepts at a lower level of abstraction. The problem is that no one seems to be sure which concepts (such as productivity or capital growth) are to be included in the construct of effectiveness, or how they are to be related [7] , [33] . The highly abstract nature of the construct and the lack of agreement as to its structure accounts for a major portion of the confusion in the effectiveness literature.
Given divergent perspectives and emphases in the organizational literature, what is necessary in order to clarify the construct of organizational effectiveness? Steers [33] suggested that the first step should be to identify all of the variables in the domain of effectiveness and then to determine how the variables are similarly related. Campbell [8] proposed a similar approach. As mentioned above, he identified a comprehensive list of 30 criteria; he pointed out that the list of variables was long and varied in generality, methods of operationalization, and closeness to the final payoff; and he stressed the need to "weed out the overlap and get down to the core variables" [8, p. 391.
Scott [29] , Seashore [30] , and Cameron [5] have all attempted to bring some integration to the literature. Scott [29, pp. 73-74] , for example, has suggested that the numerous criteria of effectiveness can be reduced to three basic models: the rational system model, natural system model, and open system model. According to Scott, the emphasis of the rational system model, due to its mechanistic, instrumental bias, is on the number of units produced in a given time (productivity) and the number of units produced for a given number of input units (efficiency). The natural system approach considers not only the production function, but also the activities required for the unit to maintain itself. From this organic view, attention is focused on such properties as morale and cohesion. The open system model includes system-elaborating as well as system-maintaining functions. The activities emphasized by this model are adaptability and resource acquisition.
Seashore [30] has also suggested a three-model integration of the effectiveness literature. His goal model is very similar to Scott's rational model, but he has used the natural system model to cover both the natural and open system approaches described by Scott. His third model, the decision process model, is unlike any of the models proposed by Scott. In the decision process model, the effective organization is the one which "optimized the processes for getting, storing, retrieving, allocating, manipulating, and discarding information."
Cameron [5] has proposed a four-model integration of the literature. These four models are the goal, systems resource, internal processes, and participant satisfaction approaches. The goal model is very similar to the rational or goal models described by Scott and Seashore. The system resource model is very similar to Scott's open system model, while the internal process model parallels Seashore's decision process model. Cameron's last model, the participant satisfaction or strategic constituency model, is an elaboration of the natural system model mentioned by both Scott and Seashore. Here the organization is seen as a dynamic coalitional entity within which complex transactional networks of constituencies develop. The effective organization must satisfy each constituency enough that continued transactions are assured.
These three attempts to integrate the effectiveness literature reflect both consensus and disagreement. There seem to be several well-identified themes running through the effectiveness literature, yet each theorist offers an integration that differs somewhat from each of the others. While their agreement is considerable, the construct of effectiveness as it has been employed is certainly "fuzzy" enough to generate the apparent divergencies as to which concepts belong in the construct, how they relate to each other, and what particular clusters of concepts should be called.
Neither have traditional multivariate methods been particularly appropriate for solving the problem at hand. The shortcomings of such approaches have been noted by Campbell [8] , who was particularly pessimistic about the pitfalls of factor analytic studies. Assembling a large sample of organizations, measuring a set of potential criteria, and then reducing them through factor analysis is a process the outcome of which is highly dependent upon the initial task of selecting measures. Whenever an organization is to be evaluated, investigators must consciously choose a precise set of criteria upon which to base their assessments. In organizational research, these criteria traditionally have been either selected and then imposed upon the organization by the researchers or evaluators themselves, or they have been derived from interviews with members of the target organizations. In either case, the selected criteria usually reflect an unarticulated but fundamental set of underlying personal values about the appropriate emphases in the domain of effectiveness. These personal values that motivate the choice of particular criteria ultimately underlie the resulting effectiveness dimensions "uncovered" by (but actually antecedent to) factor analytic studies.
The method of investigation used in the present study, although multivariate, was a radical departure from previous factor analytic efforts employed to derive dimensions of organizational effectiveness. The focus was on the cognitive structure of the organizational theorist, not on the operational structure of the organization. Here we provide a method for making the implicit and abstract notions of multiple theorists and researchers explicit and precise. The question posed was, "How do individual theorists and researchers actually think about the construct of effectiveness?' The procedure described in the following sections uses multidimensional scaling to approach the problem. The present paper emerges from an initial exploratory study employing a panel of 7 experts [23] and a second study in which a larger group of 45 theorists and researchers participated.
Initial Exploratory Study

Participants
Seven individuals who had research interests in the area of organizational effectiveness participated in the initial exploratory study. Six of the seven had presented or published papers on the topic. All of the participants held doctorates; each degree was earned at one of seven different institutions. The participants represented a diverse array of academic backgrounds and interests including sociology, business, industrial psychology, public administration, social psychology, and organizational behavior. At the time the study was conducted, the panel members were employed in five different academic departments and a national research foundation.
Procedure
Campbell's [8] list of 30 indices of oganizational effectiveness was selected as the basis of the study for several reasons. First, it was generated by a major review of the relevant literature with the stated intent of providing a comprehensive compilation of effectiveness criteria. Furthermore, the list of indices was supplemented with generally explicit definitions of each particular term or phrase. Finally, Campbell's paper which contains the list had become a widely cited article in the literature on organizational effectiveness and, therefore, the list was increasingly the focus of attention.
The seven panel members were asked to participate in a two-stage judgment task in order to reduce and organize the list of 30 criteria. In the first stage, participants were asked to apply four decision rules for eliminating any criterion which was (1) not at the organizational level of analysis; (2) not a singular index but a composite of several criteria; (3) not a construct but a particular operationalization; or (4) not a criterion of organizational performance. These rules were generated for methodological reasons cited specifically by Campbell [8] , who admitted that the 30 criteria were varied in generality, operationalization, and closeness to the final payoff (for details, see Quinn and Rohrbaugh, [23] ).
In the second stage, participants were asked to evaluate the similarity between every possible pairing of the remaining criteria through a systematic sequence of comparison judgments made on a rating scale of 1 (very dissimilar) to 7 (very similar). Emphasis was placed on the instruction that the judgments were to be based solely upon the conceptual similarity or dissimilarity of the criteria rather than upon the likelihood that the two criteria would covary across organizational settings or across time. This set of similarities judgments was then subjected to multidimensional scaling in order to identify the dimensions of organizational effectiveness that underlay the comparison ratings provided by the participants. Although the early work in the development of multidimensional scaling involved strictly within-subjects designs (where multiple judgments of single individuals were analyzed for cognitive structure), more recent techniques have been designed to incorporate inter-stimulus proximities from several participants (for example, see Romney, Shepherd, and Nerlove [27] ; Shepherd, Romney, and Nerlove [31] ). Such models assume that there is a psychological space shared by all individuals, but that each individual stresses different aspects of the stimuli while making judgments. Thus, one of the critical issues in multidimensional scaling is that sampling of stimuli (in this case, criteria of effectiveness) be representative of the larger population of stimuli, rather than the more widely accepted norms of sampling participants as required for between-subjects research designs.
Results
The purpose of the first stage of the judgment task was to reduce the list of effectiveness criteria to contain only singular constructs pertaining to performance evaluations of organizational units. Elimination of a criterion required agreement in the judgments of at least six or seven panel members. The requirement of agreement among at least six of the panel members in order to eliminate a criterion from further consideration was clearly a conservative procedure, erring on the side of overinclusion. That is, even if five of seven panel members felt that a criterion should be eliminated, it remained in the analysis. Of the 30 original criteria, 13 criteria were eliminated by six or seven panel members (for details, see Quinn and Rohrbaugh [23] ).
Each panel member made judgments of the similarity between every possible pairing of the criteria not eliminated in the first stage of the study. With the panel members' paired comparison ratings, it was possible to identify the fundamental cognitive dimensions by which the individual judgments of relative similarity or dissimilarity were made. The INDSCAL algorithm developed by Carroll and Chang [9] was employed to perform the multidimensional scaling for this analysis. As in other multidimensional scaling procedures, it is assumed in INDSCAL that participants' judgments of similarity between pairs of stimuli depend on the distances between stimuli in an underlying psychological space common to all participants. INDSCAL differs from other scaling techniques, however, in its assumption that individuals differ with respect to the perceptual importance or weight of each dimension of this common or group space. Thus, unique individual weightings of dimensions do not theoretically interfere with the identification of the group space.
As in factor analysis, INDSCAL does not provide a clear indication of the number of dimensions to use. Since by three dimensions the addition of reproducible variance became negligible and the interpretability of dimensions was considerably more difficult thereafter, it was decided to work with a solution incorporating a threedimensional space. As a criterion of goodness-of-fit of the model, the overall correlation of the distances in the three-dimensional space with the original similarities judgments (0.72) was comparable to those found in other applications of the INDS-CAL procedure to complex stimuli. All of the participants' weights on each dimension were positive, and individual correlations of the distances with the original similarities judgments were invariably large (the maximum correlation was 0.87 and the minimum was 0.64), indicating considerable consensus among panel members as to the group space. In short, the INDSCAL model appeared to fit the paired comparison data. Figure 1 graphically depicts the three dimensions that emerged from the INDSCAL analysis and the location of the effectiveness criteria in the multidimensional space. The first dimension (the horizontal or x-axis) was interpreted as reflecting differing organizational focus by representing the contrast between an internal, person-oriented emphasis (toward the left) and an external, organization-oriented emphasis (toward the right). The second dimension (the vertical or y-axis) was interpreted as reflecting differing organizational preferences for structure by representing the contrast between an interest in stability and control (toward the bottom) and flexibility and change (toward the top). The third dimension (a depth or distality axis) was interpreted as reflecting the degree of closeness to desired organizational outcomes or a means-ends continuum, by representing the contrast between a concern for ends (nearer and larger) and a concern for means (farther away and smaller). These dimensions will be discussed in greater detail below.
Primary Study
Participants
At the conclusion of the initial exploratory study, a decision was made to attempt to replicate its results with a larger, more diverse group of active organizational theorists and researchers. The criterion for selecting such a participant group was their publishing at least one study in Administrative Science Quarterly during a two-year period prior to the initiation of the primary study. Administrative Science Quarterly was selected for its pool of authors because of its centrality to the development of organization theory, its high selectivity with respect to articles accepted for publication, and its interdisciplinary focus. This criterion tended to insure the identification of a knowledgeable, competent, and diverse set of organizational theorists and researchers. Seventy-six authors who had published during the target period were invited to participate; 48 agreed to participate, and 45 (a 60 percent response rate) completed the necessary research task.
Procedure
Each of the respondents made judgments about the similarity between every possible pairing of the 17 criteria not eliminated by the panel in the initial exploratory study. Thus 136 paired comparisions were made by each participant. Again, the INDSCAL algorithm was employed to perform the multidimensional scaling for this analysis. 
Results
The results of testing two-, three-, four-, and five-dimensional solutions to the group judgment space again suggested a model with three axes. As in the initial analysis, the overall correlation (0.63) of the distances in the three-dimensional space with the original similarity judgments was high, the weights of all of the participants with regard to each dimension were positive, and individual correlations of the distances with the original similarities judgments were generally quite high (an average of 0.62). The addition of a fourth dimension to the judgment space was shown to increase by less than 5 percent the proportion of variance accounted for. Figure 2 depicts the three dimensions that emerged from the second analysis and the location of the 17 criteria in the multidimensional space. Most significantly, the same three dimensions appear as before, and the criteria show only the slightest alteration in their spatial position.
Discussion
An Overview of the Competing Values Approach
The findings suggest that organizational researchers share an implicit theoretical framework and, consequently, that the criteria of organizational effectiveness can be sorted according to three axes or value dimensions. The first value dimension is related to organizational focus, from an internal, micro emphasis on the well-being and development of people in the organization to an external, macro emphasis on the well-being and development of the organization itself. The second value dimension is related to organizational structure, from an emphasis on stability to an emphasis on flexibility. The third value dimension is related to organizational means and ends, from an emphasis on important processes (e.g., planning and goal setting) to an emphasis on final outcomes (e.g., productivity). A simplified presentation of the relationship between the three value sets and the effectiveness criteria is shown in Figure 3 .
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These three sets of competing values are recognized dilemmas in the organizational literature [I] . The emergence of the one pair of competing values, flexibility versus stability, reflects a basic dilemma of organizational life. The differing viewpoints in considering order and control versus innovation and change are at the heart of the most heated debates in sociology, political science, and psychology. While many social theorists have emphasized authority, structure, and coordination, others have stressed diversity, individual initiative, and organizational adaptability. Lawrence and Lorsch [17] centered their landmark study around this dilemma and argued that integration and differentiation were the core issues in the history of organizational design. The findings from their study were used to suggest that those organizations that are able to best balance integration and differentiation are also the most effective systems. Others have made similar arguments [I] .
The next pair of competing values, internal versus external, represents another basic dilemma of organizational life. From the external view, the organization is a logically designed tool with the ultimate goal of accomplishing its tasks and acquiring resources. Here the emphasis is on the overall competitiveness of the organization in sometimes changing environments. From the internal view, the organization is a socio-technical system. Participants have unique feelings, likes and dislikes, and require consideration, appropriate information, and stability in their workplace. When the external value on the overall organization is maximized, the internal emphasis on the socio-technical equilibrium may be reduced; and when the emphasis on internal harmony grows, it may tend to shift emphasis away from overall competitiveness. This dilemma also has been long recognized in the literature on organizational behavior [13] , [I] , [17] .
The last basic organizational dilemma reflected by the third set of competing values, means versus ends, was well stated by Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum [ll]:
It is our assumption that all organizations attempt to achieve certain objectives and to develop group products through the manipulation of given animate and inanimate facilities. Accordingly, definitions of organizational effectiveness must take into consideration these two aspects: the objectives of organizations and the means through which they sustain themselves and attain their objectives, particularly those means that usually become functionally autonomous (i.e., that come to assume the character of and function as organizational goals). In short, the study of organizational effectiveness must contend with the question of organizational means and ends.
In the world of administration, the means-ends dilemma is a difficult problem. Lawrence and Lorsch [17, p. 351 discuss this difficulty in terms of conflicting time horizons, while Katz and Kahn [15, p. 2521 point out the difficulty of balancing means and ends at some optimum point.
While each of these three continua has been recognized individually and discussed as problems for managers to solve, they have never before been identified as integrated elements of a single conceptual framework. The three-dimensional integration of these continua makes possible the identification of four basic models of organizational effectiveness.
Four Middle Range Models of Organizational Analysis
It has been argued that the effectiveness literature represents the central theme in organization theory [12, p. 21 . We agree with this statement, and would further argue that the literature on organizational effectiveness is simply a grounded version of the literature on organizational analysis. Consider, for example, the three attempts at integration that were discussed earlier [29] , [30] , [5] . When the results of the multidimensional scaling in the present study are carefully examined, it becomes clear that the separation of the 17 effectiveness criteria in the three-dimensional space graphically defines four models and brings considerable precision to the development of a construct of effectiveness. In naming the four models, we have attempted to maintain a continuity with the intuitive attempts described above [29] , [30] , [5] .
The human relations model places a great deal of emphasis on flexibility and internal focus, and would stress such criteria as those shown in the upper left section of Figure 3 : cohesion and morale (as means) and human resource development (as an end). The open system model places a great deal of emphasis on flexibility and external focus, and would stress such criteria as those shown in the upper right section of Figure 3 : flexibility and readiness (as means) and growth, resource acquisition, and external support (as ends). The rational goal model places a great deal of emphasis on control and external focus, and would stress the effectiveness criteria shown in the lower right section of Figure 3 : planning and goal setting (as means) and productivity and efficiency (as ends). The internal process model is represented in the lower left section of Figure 3 . It places a great deal of emphasis on control and internal focus, and would stress the role of information management and communication (as means) and stability and control (as ends). This model would commend an orderly work situation with sufficient coordination and distribution of information to provide organizational participants with a psychological sense of continuity and security.
Because each model is embedded in a particular set of competing values, it has a polar opposite model with contrasting emphases. The human relations model with its effectiveness criteria reflecting flexibility and internal focus stands in stark contrast to the rational goal model's value-based stress on control and external focus. The open system model based on flexibility and external focus runs counter to the internal process model, the effectiveness criteria of which reflect a focus on control and internal focus. Parallels among the models are also important. The human relations and open system models share an emphasis upon flexibility. The open system and rational goal models are primarily concerned with an external focus. The rational goal and internal process models are rooted in a value on control. Finally, the internal process and human relations models share an internal focus.
Another interesting characteristic of the four models is their degree of differentiation. Of all possible combinations of the four models, the two that are most similar are the internal process model and the rational goal model. This nearness in cognitive space is depicted in Figures 1 and 2 , which show these two models are not as differentiated on the internal-external dimension as are the human relations and open system models. While the internal process model is more internal and the rational goal model is more external, they are conceptually close to one another. This may help to explain why we have only recently seen the internal process model identified separately from the rational goal model (compare Scott [29] , Seashore [30], Cameron [5] ).
It is also interesting to note that one criterion, output quality, is an isolate in the three-dimensional space shown in Figures 1 and 2 . While it somewhat reflects a value on flexibility, it is nearly neutral on the other two value dimensions. When a hierarchical cluster analysis was performed, output quality was last to be grouped with any of the other effectiveness criteria. This suggests that output quality does not fit into one particular model of organizational effectiveness and its underlying value structure alone; output quality may be an important element of any or all, as shown in Figure 3 .
Two General Paradigms of Organizational Analysis
As indicated above, the spatial model allows us to identify and label the above four middle-range approaches to organizational analysis. While these four approaches are 
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relatively well known, their interrelationship in terms of the three value dimensions (as well as the performance criteria they subsume) have never been clearly specified. Interestingly, the spatial model also makes clear the relationship between these four models and two more general paradigms used in organizational analysis. Consider, for example, Figure 4 where the effectiveness model is represented so as to allow its comparison with the four functional prerequisites of any system of action identified by Parsons [20] . The parallels are both striking and instructive. The four criteria reflecting organizational outcomes or ends are depicted in the inmost core of Figure 4 , and the four criteria reflecting processes or means are placed next to them in the second ring. In the third ring are the first two value continua, flexibility-control and internal focus-external focus. In the fourth ring are the four models of effectiveness criteria. The rational goal model, for example, is embedded in the control and external values; the means are planning-objective setting-evaluation and the ends are productivityefficiency. Each of the other models is represented and can be interpreted in the same manner.
Outside of the last circle are the elements of the Parsonian framework. Thus, the vertical axis represents a continuum from instrumental concerns (differentiation of parts) to consumatory concerns (integration of parts). The horizontal axis represents a continuum from internal concerns to external concerns. In the four quadrants, we have each of the Parsonian prerequisites. The open system model parallels the adaptive function, the rational goal model parallels the goal attainment function, the internal process model parallels the integrative function, and the human relations model parallels the pattern-maintenance and tension-management function.
For many readers, the reduction of the effectiveness criteria to a Parsonian frame-work will come as a considerable surprise. Most of the emphasis on effectiveness was developed during the 1960's, a time when general systems theory was receiving considerable attention. Many theorists who wrote about effectiveness were renouncing Parsons and the structural approach because of a "bias" towards stability. Bennis [2, p. 411 provided a good example. After reviewing the structural approach he wrote:
The present ways of thinking about and measuring organizational effectiveness are seriously inadequate and often misleading. These criteria are insensitive to the important needs of the organization and are out of joint with the emerging view of contemporary organization that is held by many organizational theorists and practitioners. The present techniques of evaluation provide static indicators of certain output characteristics (i.e, performance and satisfaction) without illuminating the processes by which the organization searches for, adapts to, and solves its changing goals. However, it is these dynamic processes of problem solving that provides the critical dimensions of organizational health, and without knowledge of them, output measurements are woefully inadequate.
Most effectiveness work has been done with an emphasis on the open system model, illustrated by Steers' [33, p. 5481 list of effectiveness studies and the criteria that were used. When this list is categorized according to the four effectiveness models, it is clear that a large majority of the investigations (15 of 17), in fact, did employ criteria that reflected open system values; only a few studies (4 of 17) employed criteria that reflected all four models concurrently. Nevertheless, taken collectively, the criteria from all 17 studies clearly incorporated all four models. As Mulford [19, p. 1561 has already argued, although most individual theorists and researchers were rejecting the broad-based Parsonian approach and moving to a specific open system model, the overall effectiveness literature can still be reduced to a framework that very much resembles the Parsonian approach. The open system model is not necessarily antithetical to the structural functional approach but, rather, focuses particular attention on the adaptive aspects of the structural model. While "coping with external stress and change" may indeed be a crucial function that must be performed, so are the other three functions mentioned above.
Gouldner [13] traced a second paradigm undergirding organizational study when he described two general models of analysis. The first, the rational model, has an emphasis on formal, planned behavior. The second, the natural system model, has an emphasis on spontaneous behavior. Gouldner [13, p. 4261 argued: "What is needed is a single and synthesized model which will at once aid in analyzing the distinctive characteristics of the modern organization as a rational bureaucracy, the characteristics which it shares with other kinds of social systems, and the relationship of these characteristics to one another." If we examine Figure 4 , it becomes clear that the top half of the circle reflects natural system values while the bottom half reflects rational values.
An alternative representation of the present model is shown in Figure 5 . Here we present an explicit statement of the values and orientations that undergird the literature on organizational analysis. At the most general level we find the rational and natural system models. While the rational model is oriented toward such values as integration, formalization, and control, the natural system model is oriented towards differentiation, spontaneity, and flexibility. At the next level of generality there are the four models discussed above. The rational goal model and internal process model are subsets of the rational model. While the rational goal model has more of an external, macro focus, the internal process model has more of an internal, micro focus. The open system model and the human relations model are subsets of the natural system model. While the open system model has more an external focus, the human relations model has more an internal focus. 
Conclusion
Organizational effectiveness is not a concept. It is a socially constructed, abstract notion carried about in the heads of organizational theorists and researchers. In this paper we have developed a spatial model that brings us closer to an explicit statement of the effectiveness construct. In so doing, we have identified the most central concepts in the effectiveness construct, indicated four middle-range models or approaches into which the concepts cluster, shown how the four approaches are differentiated and related in terms of three value dimensions, demonstrated how these four approaches relate to the most general paradigms in the field, suggested how the two general paradigms can be integrated, and argued that the spatial model even clarifies the interface between such general theorists and Parsons and Gouldner. While the above claims are substantial, the model is certainly subject to criticism. Here we would like to anticipate several objections and briefly respond to each.
Contradictions and Propositions
Because the concepts are embedded in a set of competing organizational values, it might be argued that the resulting effectiveness construct provides an inherent contradiction in terms. That is, because certain pairs of concepts are located at opposite poles in the spatial model, they can share no place in a consistent and convergent theory of organization. The argument might contend that, for every proposition that could be derived from such an analytical approach, its contradiction could also be derived. We would agree that the spatial model described above is a type of oxymoron, a combination of seemingly contradictory or incongruous concepts. However, the critical point to be made is that although certain pairs of concepts are at opposite locations in value space and, therefore, are paradoxical in nature, this does not require that they are empirical opposites, mutually exclusive in actual organizational environments. Indeed, an organization might be cohesive and productive or stable and flexible. For that matter, stability might be as likely to contribute to flexibility as it would to inflexibility or vice versa. Propositions derived from this competing values approach need not be contradictory; they need only take into account the possible contradictions in every organizational setting.
When Is an Organization Effective?
There are also those who would ask, "What is effectiveness? Given this competing values approach, how do we judge the effectiveness of any particular organization?" Others might argue that, if the construct of effectiveness is made up of such different concepts, there is no way to combine them into a single dependent variable and, thus, no way to develop a theory that predicts organizational effectiveness. Indeed, this is one of the arguments that Bluedorn [3] has raised in calling for the elimination of the construct.
Judging the effectiveness of any organization ultimately involves the question of values. One of the major problems to date is that the pertinent values have never been clear. Researchers, by selecting one or more given concepts, have tended to impose a particular value perspective on the focal organizations without realizing the implied value trade-offs with respect to other concepts that were not selected. For example, the sole selection of resource acquisition as the criterion for measurement imposes open system values and ignores concepts in the other three quadrants.
Because the present model makes the values in the effectiveness construct explicit, it allows the researcher to be aware of the value choices to be made and, more importantly, to take these value choices to the focal organization [22]. That is, the competing values model can be presented to selected individuals or coalitions in order to clarify the extent to which certain concepts are valued. If the researcher chooses to impose a set of measures on the organization instead, we would expect awareness of the competing values approach would foster a more comprehensive and balanced set of indicators than have appeared in many past efforts (see Rohrbaugh [25] ). This, however, does not solve the problem of combining multiple measures.
While some argue that combining measures is impossible [4], [3] , Rohrbaugh and Quinn [26] have proposed a promising methodology for solving the problem. In the world of administration, people actually do make judgments about how well an organization is performing. In making such effectiveness judgments, they employ certain criteria (often unarticulated), weight them, and then integrate them to produce an overall evaluation or global estimate of effectiveness. By employing criteria similar to those in the present model and a technique called social judgment analysis, Rohrbaugh [24] demonstrated that it is possible to articulate values, make the weights on each value explicit, and develop a formula for empirically combining scores on each criterion. We think that the approach has considerable potential and deserves further attention.
Equilibrium and Conflict
The close parallel between the present model and the Parsonian framework may raise some concerns about a static bias. Is the model predisposed toward equilibrium, and therefore unable to deal with change and conflict?
The four models that comprise the overall framework are simultaneous, complementary opposites in the sense that they are embedded in contradictory or competing values. Nevertheless, each model is a useful device for explaining behavior that takes place in organizations [30]. In fact, to ignore criteria in any of the models is to have only a partial view of performance. This suggests that, in the administrative world, an effective organization may need to perform well on all four sets of criteria. However, at any given time there are likely to be tradeoffs between the criteria. This, in turn, suggests a conflictual, process-oriented, or dialectic view of the nature of organizations. Organizations are "plagued by contradictory functional requirements (or imperatives)" that "are associated with the formation of mutually antagonistic arrangements that function to meet these requirements" [32] . At certain thresholds, we would expect conflict to become particularly exaggerated, often resulting in major reconfigurations of the coalitional structure and the dominant perceptions of what is success (for an extended discussion and examples of this point see Quinn and Cameron 1211).
Construct and Creativity
There are those who would argue that having a comprehensive definition of the construct is dysfunctional because it restricts possibilities. This is Morgan's [18] argument that constructs and metaphors serve best when they do not closely reflect reality but contain some falsehood. The inaccuracies can then give rise to new insights. Earlier we argued that the present method is a type of oxymoron, a framework which helps us to recognize the seeming contradictions in the effectiveness construct. To date, our theories have not done well at dealing with such contradictions 1341. The normal cognitive processes often prevent us from being able to conceive of opposites as being equally true or valued, or from recognizing a simultaneous antithesis that exists in nature. After a 15-year study of creative works, Rothenberg 1281 concluded that it is often just such an approach or discovery, one based in contradiction, that allows us to move in new theoretical directions. We have found that the identification of desirable but seemingly conflicting criteria embedded in competing values has been, for us, most generative.
The problems of effectiveness are complex, and this work may not fully resolve many of the thorny issues in the field. At a minimum, however, we hope that the present framework will provide a clarification in language and allow us to more fruitfully pursue the current debate about the utility and the future of the effectiveness construct in organizational analysis, development, and design.
